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The Legislative Council, which is composed of 
six Senators, six Representatives, plus the Speaker of 
the House and the Majority Leader of the Senate, serves 
as a continuing research agency for the legislature 
through the maintenance of a trained staff. Between 
sessions, research activities are concentrated on the 
study of relatively broad problems formally proposed 
by legislators, and the publication and distribution 
of factual reports to aid in t~eir solution. 
During the sessions, the emphasis is on supplr-
ing legislators, on individual request, with persona 
memoranda, providing them with information needed to 
handle their own legislative problems. Reports and 
memoranda both give pertinent data in the fo:cm of 
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Rr!Sf!iirCh A .'iSOr,iat~ 
COLORADO GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 
ROOM 48 STATE CAPITOL 
DENVER, COLORADO 80203 
892-2286 
AREA CODE 303 
December 11, 1972 
To Members of the First Regular Session of the 
Forty-ninth General Assembly: 
MEMBERS 
SEN, FRED E. ANDERSON 
SEN. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONO 
SEN. JOSEPH V. CALABRESE 
SEN. GEORGE F. JACKSON 
SEN. VINCENT MASSARI 
SEN RUTH S. STOCKTON 
REr. RALPH A. COLE 
REP. JOHN D. FUHR 
REP. HAROLD L. McCORMICK 
REP. HIRAM A. McNEIL 
REP. PHILLIP MASSARI 
REP. CLARENCE QUINLAN 
In accordance with the provisions of Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 7, 1972 Session, the Legisla-
tive Council herewith submits the accompanying re-
port and recommendations of its interim Committee 
on Highway Financing. 
The report of the Committee on Highway Fi-
nancing appointed to carry out this study was ac-
cepted by the Legislative Council for transmittal 
to the Governor and the First Regular Session of 
the Forty-ninth Colorado General Assembly. 
CPL/pm 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Representative C. P. (Doc) Lamb 
Chairman 
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A00M 41 ST ATE CAPITOL 
DENVER. COLORADO 80203 
892-2286 
AREA CODE 303 
December 11, 1972 
Representative c. P. (Doc) Lamb 
Chairman 
Colorado Legislative Council 
Room 46, State Capitol 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Dear Mr. Chairman: 
REP. HAROLD L, McCORMICK 
REP. HIRAM A, McNF.IL 
REP. PHILLIP MASSARI 
REP. CLARENCE QUINLAN 
Pursuant to the provisions of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion No. 7, 1972 Session, the Committee on Highway Finan-
cing submits the following report for consideration by the 
Legislative Council. The Committee's findings and recom-
mendations are based upon information provided by the Col-
orado Department of Highways, the Colorado Department of 
Revenue, Wilbur Smith and Associates,and other persons and 
organizations. 
Four bills are recommended by the Committee. The 
first would increase the motor vehicle operator's license 
fee from the current $2.25 to $5.25. The second would in-
crease the motor vehicle operator's license reinstatement 
fee from the current $10 to $13. The other two bills would 
simply extend for one additional year, current legislation 
which is due to expire at the end of the 1973 calendar 
year; this legislation, popularly known as the "Burch Bills", 
concerns automobile registration fee and county road and 
bridge revenue apportionment. 
SA/pm 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Representative Sanders Arnold 
Chairman 
Committee on Highway Finance 
V 
FOREWORD 
Pursuant to S.J.R. No. 7, 1972 Session, a committee 
was appointed by the Legislative Council to conduct a study 
of Colorado highway, road, and street needs, classifications, 
and finance. The following members of the General Assembly 
were appointed to serve as members of the Co111nittee on High-
way Financing: 
Rep. Sanders Arnold, 
Chairman 
Sen. George Jackson, 
Vice Chairman 
Sen. William Garnsey 
Sen. Kenneth Kinnie 
Sen. Donald MacManus 
Sen. Dan Noble 
Sen. Norman Ohlson 
Sen. Christian Wunsch 
Rep. Tilman Bishop 
Rep. Charles DeMoulin 
Rep. Robert Kirscht 
Rep. Hiram McNeil 
Rep. Austin Moore 
Rep. Clarence Quinlan 
Rep. Carl Showalter 
Rep. Frank Southworth 
Rep. Michael Strang 
The Committee devoted its study to the subject of 
highway financing, generally, but centered its work around a 
highway needs study conducted by Wilbur Smith and Associates, 
a consulting firm retained by the Colorado State Department 
of Highways in response to a recommendation of the 1970 In-
terim Committee on Highway Revenue. Because the consultant's 
report was not completed until August, 1972, much of the re• 
view was based upon preliminary reports provided by the con-
sultants; and, after its completion, the consultant's final 
report, entitled the Hi~hway Classification, Needs, and 
Fiscal Study, Colorado, 970-1990. -
The Committee received assistance from representatives 
of Wilbur Smith and Associates and its advisory coDl'llittee, 
the Colorado Department of Highways, the Colorado Department 
of Revenue, the Colorado Municipal League, the Colorado State 
, Association of County Commissioners, and other agencies and 
organizations. 
The Committee expresses its appreciation to those 
organizations and their representatives and all of those who 
contributed to the Committee's study. Vince Hogan, Legisla-
tive Drafting Office, provided bill drafting and legal 
assistance to the Committee. Preparation of the Committee's 
final report and other staff services were provided by 
Wallace Pulliam and Brent Slatten, Legislative Council staff. 
December, 1972 
vii 
Lyle C. Kyle 
Director 
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APPENDIX A 
Staff Summary of the Major Findings 
of the Highway Classification, 
Needs, and Fiscal Study 
Summary of Colorado Highway Needs Study Findings 
Major findings of the consultant study are summarized 
below: 
Population projections. Colorado's population has in-
creased from 1,753,947 in 1960, to 2,207,259 in 1970. This 
rate of growth -- 26 percent -- made it the seventh fastest 
growth state in the nation. Significantly, urban population 
increased from 74 percent in 1960 to 78 percent in 1970. The 
study projected that the natural increase in Colorado's popu-
lation growth rate can be expected to decline slightly in the 
future, primarily due to a trend toward smaller family size. 
It also indicated that the net in-migration trend is not ex-
pected to change significantly in the next 20 years. On the 
basis of these assumptions, the estimates indicated that the 
1990 population will total 3,100,000 -- 40 percent over 1970. 
By 1990 86 percent of the population will be located in urban 
areas. 
Projections of Motor Vehicle Growth -- 1970-1990. Ac-
cording to the Wilbur Smith and Associates study, in 1960 
there were 714,321 automobiles registered in Colorado: by 
1970, automobile registrations had grown to 1,099,168 -- an 
increase of 54 percent over 1960. The study forecasts that 
by 1990, a total of 1,835,000 automobiles will be registered 
-- an additional 67 percent increase over 1970. Between 1960 
and 1970 truck and bus registrations increased more rapidly 
than automobile registrations. This increase was indicative 
of both increasing demands of a growing economy and, appar-
ently, increased dependence upon highways for movement of 
goods and services. By 1970, truck registrations numbered 
343,300, compared with 209,600 in 1960; an increase of 64 
percent. Accordingly, the study estimates that truck and bus 
registrations will be expected to continue to increase at a 
faster rate than the population, to a total of around 550,000 
in 1990 -- an increase of 60 percent. 
Overall, Coloiado's 1970 vehicle ownership rate -- 1.5 
vehicles per person -- was exceeded only by Wyoming, and the 
number of persons per vehicle will continue to decline to an 
estimated level of 1.3 by 1990. This estimate is significant 
since motor vehicle utilization reflects directly on highway 
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needs and revenues. That is• the study indicated that in 
1970 a total of 13.2 billion vehicle miles were driven on 
Colorado's roads; this required a net fuel consumption of 
1,086.2 million gallons. 
As suggested above, over the next two decades motor 
vehicle usage is expected to increase dramatically to 21,783 
billion vehicle miles -- an approximate increase of 98 per-
cent. On this use basis, annual motor fuel consumption is 
expected to total 1,800 billion gallons by 1990. 
Road and Highway Classifications. The consultant's 
study divided the roads and highways of Colorado's urban and 
rural areas into three basic highway systems based upon the 
traffic load service -- arterial, collector, and local. Ac-
cording to these classifications 
••• arterial facilities serve major traffic 
flows and provide the transport function, 
local facilities primarily provide access 
to properties, and collectors are in the 
midrange serving to collect and distribute 
traffic between arterials and local roads. 
Within each of these three main categories 
are subcategories •••• 
Rural-Urban Mileage by Highway System. According to 
the consultants, 64 percent of the 1968 rural road network 
was local road; 12 percent comprised the rural arterial sys-
tem; and collectors accounted for 15,986 miles or 24 percent 
of the rural system. By 1990 local roads should increase to 
66 percent of the total rural road network; arterials should 
decline to 10 percent (7,912 miles)· and collectors will 
continue to account for 24 percent (19,042 miles) -- total 
1990 mileage should equal 79,120 miles. · 
Comparatively, the urban arterials comprised a larger 
portion of the total urban system than do the arterials in 
the rural systems. That is, in 1968, this system included 
23 percent of all mileage within urban areas. The study pro-
jects that by 1990, urban arterials will comprise only 22 · 
percent of urban roads. Collectors are proportionately less 
than their rural counterparts, with eight percent in 1968 and 
nine percent projected for 1990. In 1968, local streets ac-
counted for 69 percent of the total urban mileage; and the 
study expects no appreciable change in 1990. 
Road S stem. In 1968, rural ...................... _-r-""!"-'-'-________ ..,...--... ____ ..,,......,...._ 
arteria s accommodated approx mate y 8 percent of rural 
travel; collectors carried 12 percent, and local roads car-
ried the remaining five percent. Projecting the expected 
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proportions to 1990 for rural travel results in estimated 
volumes of 87 percent, nine percent, and four percent for the 
respective three systems. In 1968 urban arterials carried 87 
percent of all urban traffic; collectors carried four percent 
and locals carried nine percent. By 1990, the values are ex-
pected to be 88 percent, six percent, and six percent, re-
spectively. 
Pro ections of Road and Street Using exist-
ing term no ogy, a e en o ecem er, , Colorado had 
71,889 miles in its entire road and street system. Exclusive 
of private and primitive roads, by 1990 the consultants pro-
ject that an additional 16,340 miles will be added -- an in-
crease of 23 percent. Furthermore, the percentage of mileage 
within urban-in-fact boundaries will increase from nine per-




State highway mileage will grow by 23 percent, 
2,097 miles, between 1968 and 1990. In 1968, 
6 percent of the state system was inside urban 
areas; this will increase to 10 percent by 
1990, due to expansion of existing boundaries 
and the emergence of new urban areas. 
The county system of roads is the most exten-
sive. Between 1968 and 1990, the county sys-
tem will increase ll,526 miles, or 20 percent. 
While most of the county system is in rural 
areas, 3 percent of the mileage is inside ur-
ban boundaries, but outside incorporated 
areas. 
Municipal mileage will increase by 46 percent 
between 1968 and 1990 up 2,759 miles. In 
1968 and 1990, approxlmately 23 percent of the 
mileage on these systems is within incorpor-
ated places und~; 5,000 persons, but defined 
as rural areas • .:/ 
Hi,hwa~ Classification, Needs and Fiscal Studr, Colorado, 




Projections of Road and Highway Needs in Dollars. Us-
ing the above estimates of road needs, the consultant's study 
estimates that Colorado's road needs to 1990 will average 
$347,500,000 annually in current dollars. 
The major portion of the state's total road needs are 
for improvement of its rural and municipal road systems. 
That is, $174,300,000 (or over fifty percent of the previous-
ly listed annual twenty-year average total state expenditure 
needs of $347,500,000) is for county facilities; $57,100,000 
is for municipal needs. In other words, approximately two-
thirds of total needs projected are for county and municipal 
highway systems. 
Comparing the above needs with expected new revenues 
(assuming continuation of existing tax sources -- again in 
current dollars) the consultants concluded that: 
Using a 20-year program, with its lower aver-
age annual costs and higher net revenues, 
total needs of $347,500,000 are compared with 
expected net revenues of $216,200,000, an-
nually, making a deficit of $131,300,000 ... 4. 
Totalg for the 20-year period arg convo~e~ of a small 
surplus of $2,800,000 annually on the ;tate system, drficits 
of $120,500,000 on the county systems, and $13,500,000 on 
municipal facilities. The state system total excludes the 
federal share of costs and apportionments of federal funds 
for completing the Interstate system. 
These comparisons do not allow for inflation 
and are based on assumptions that the pur-
chasing power of the dollar will remain at 
current levels. Assuming an average infla-
tion rate of 2.0 percent annually, the aver-
age annual total deficit of $131,300,000 
will be increased to $184,300,000. Under 
this assumption, deficits are estimated for 
each administrative system •••• 
Even on the basis of current dollar value 
and the 20-year improvement period, Colorado 
will not be able to improve its statewide 
highway systems to tolerable standards un-
less substantial new or additional revenues 
are forthcoming. 
Hiqhwav User Revenues. The largest single source for 
highway revenues (exclusive of federal funds) is the state's 
Highway Users Tax Fund. This fund ls comprised of revenues 
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from state motor fuel taxes, motor vehicle and motor carrier 
licenses and fees, and· other miscellaneous taxes and fees. 
In 1970, the Highway Users Tax Fund (HUTF) produced total re-
ceipts of $104,767,000. The major components of this revenue 
can be tabulated as follows (all figures are in millions of 
dollars): 
Highway Users Tax Fund 
Motor Fuel Tax 
Motor Vehicle Registration Fees 
Motor Carrier Taxes 





Miscellaneous State Taxes 
Local Revenues 












Motor Fuel Taxes. In July of 1969, Colorado permanent-
ly raised its gasoline and special fuels tax from six cents 
per gallon to seven cents. (A temporary tax of seven cents 
had been imposed in 1965 and 1966 to provide money for flood 
relief. The six cent rate had been set in 1947.) The seven 
cents tax rate is close to the national average of 7.02 cents 
per gallon. The study points out, however, that: 
Even though the fuels tax has increased 
steadily since its inception, inflation 
since the early thirties has steadily re-
duced the purchasing power of the dollar, 
and the erosion is continuing ••• 
The effect of the increase to 6 cents per 
gallon in 1947 was dissipated before 1960, 
and the increase to 7 cents in 1969 has 
not produced revenues sufficient in buying 
power to match that produced by the previ-
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ous 6 cent tax. The temporary tax of 7 cents 
in 1965 and 1966 restored buying power to the 
level of the previous 6 cents only for the 
short period it was in effect. At the pres-
ent time, the 7-cent tax is purchasing about 
the same amount of highway construction as 
the 5-cent tax of 1946 and 1947. 
Registration Fees and Ton-Mile Taxes. In 1970, motor 
vehicle registrations raised $14,800,000 -- 14 percent of 
total collections. Such fees are based on empty weight for 
all automobiles, trucks, tractors, and trailers, but differ 
according to truck use as different fees are charged for in-
tercity, intracity, or farm usage. 
Ton-mile taxes are paid by intercity trucks, 
tractors, and trailers at the rate of 0.8 mill 
per ton mile for empty vehicles and 2.0 mills 
per ton mile for cargo weight. Commercial 
passenger carriers are charged fees .of 1.0 
mill per revenue passenger mile operated. 
Revenue from these sources was $11,100,000, or 
over 10 percent of total 1970 HUTF collections. 
Miscellaneous user revenues (including special vehicle 
registrations, license, permit, title, transfer, and dupli-
cate fees) raised $3,800,000 (4 percent). 
Apportionment of State HUTF Revenues. After deduc-
tions for administrative expenses, license plate costs, port-
of-entry appropriations, operation of the highway patrol, 
etc., net highway user tax revenues are apportioned 65 percent 
to the State Highway Fund, 26 percent to counties, and 9 per-
cent to cities and towns. In 1970 deductions totaled roughly 
$17,000,000, leaving $87,800,000 for distribution, which was 
apportioned (in 1970) as follows: $57,058,000 to the State 
Highway Fund, $22,823,000 to counties, and $7,900,000 to 
cities and towns. Counties receive their share on the basis 
of a formula which is weighted 80 percent according to road 
mileage and 20 percent according to rural vehicle registra-
tions. Cities and towns receive their distribution based 
upon 80 percent according to adjusted urban registrations and 
20 percent by street mileage. 
Locally Generated Revenues. According to the consul-
tants' analysis, practically all of the revenues used for 
municipal streets are derived from state and local sources. 
Local revenues totaled $18,356,000 and accounted for 59 per-
cent of municipal funds in 1970. Total funds available for 
city purposes (including federal funds and state HUTF appor-
tionments) ammounted to $31,233,000 in 1970. Federal funds 
amounted to less than $1,000. 
A-6 
- --------·-·------ ~--------~-
Similarly, counties derive a significant proportion 
of their road funds from local sources -- $13,828,000 or 34 
percent of the total. $40,446,000 available for county road 
purposes in 1970. State HUTF accounted for 56 percent and 
funds from federal and other miscellaneous state sources ac-
counted for the remainder. 
State Highway Funding.- According to the report, in 
1970, the State Department of Highways had a total of 
$131,278,000 available -- $57,058,000 from the HUTF and 
$74,220,000 in federal aid highway funds. 
Other State Generated Revenues. In addition to 1-RJTF 
funds, counties also received $2,683,000 in 1970 from speci-
fic ownership taxes, special motor vehicle assessments, etc; 
municipalities likewise received $4,976,000 from these same 
sources. (The consultants' report did not, however, con-
sider the funds generated by H.B. 1038, 1970 Session.) 
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Representative Sandy Arnold, Chairman 
Legislative Council 
Committee on Highway Financing 
State Capitol 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Dear Representative Arnold: 
In accordance with your request of September 7, 1972, following is a 
brief outline of the Department's functions financed out of the 
Highway Users Tax Fund. The cost figures shown represent the direct 
costs of each function for personal services, operating and travel. 
They also include indirect costs such as general administration, 
accounting, mail, data processing and enforcement, In the case of gross 
ton-mile, motor and special fuel and the registration programs, the 
costs also include their prorated share of the Port of Entry cost. All 
amounts shown pertain to the fiscal year 1971-72, 
GROSS TON-MILE PROGRAM Cost $1,276,693 
The function of this program is to support the collection of the 
gross ton-mile taxes. During the fiscal year 1971-72, $13,311,521 was 
collected and deposited to the Highway Users Tax Fund and cost of this 
collection should be charged against this fund. 
MOTOR FUEL AND SPECIAL FUEL PROGRAM Cost $ 687,457 
This program is responsible for the collection of special fuel and 
motor fuel taxes, During the fiscal year 1971-72, $85,698,966 was 
collected and deposited to the Highway Users Tax Fund and cost of this 
collection should be charged against this fund. 
TITLE PROGRAM Cost $ 369,314 
We believe this is a legitimate char~e •~•inst the fund because it 
is directly motor vehicle oriented, During the fiscal year 1971-72, 
$434,415 was collected and deposited to the Highway Users Tax Fund. 
The title requirements provide a means of enforcement for the 
collection of millions of dollars in state and local sales tax on 
motor vehicles. The county clerkn are paid a fee out of the General 
Fund for any collection they make, however, the title section is not 
reimbursed for its control of sales tax documents, All sales tax 
revenues are deposited in the General Fund, 
REGISTRATION PROGRAM Cost $1,405,762 
One of the prime functions of this program is to provide for the 
identification of vehicles and owners and to collect revenues for the 
Highway Users Tax Fund from registration fees and to provide revenues 
for local political subdivisions and taxing districts from specific 
ownership tax collections. During the fiscal year 1971-72, $13,660,070 
in registration fees was collected and deposited to the Highway Users 
Tax Fund, Expenditures for this function can legitimately be charged 
against the fund, The motor vehicle registration requirement also 
generates some $36,657,658 in specific ownership tax revenues for school 
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districts, local political subdivisions and other taxing districts. 
This tax is collected at the same time, using the same documents and 
utilizing data processing and systems design to provide for integrated 
collection of both registration fees and specific ownership taxes at 
the county clerk level. This is an efficient and effective procedure, 
but it should be noted that the Highway Users Tax Fund pays for the 
costs incurred by the Revenue Department in the preparation, collection 
and auditing of the specific ownership taxes. The fund does not receive 
any revenue from this source. The county clerks do receive fifty cents 
for each item of specific ownership tax that they process. It is 
estimated that the Department spent $652,684 for this particular function. 
Perhaps consideration should be given to charging a fee for each collec-
tion to be taken out of the revenues and deposited in the Highway Users 
Tax Fund in order to support the function. 
The registration program also is responsible for the registration 
of commercial vehicles operating in interstate commerce and collects 
all Class A OWT"~rship tax on these trucks. During 1971-72, we collected 
$1,200,290 in ~lass A taxes which were distributed to the various county 
road funds. None of this revenue is deposited in the Highway Users 
Tax Fund. The cost of the operation of this function in 1971-72, was 
approximately $82,410. 
Also, this Program must process reports and furnish the State 
Treasurer distribution advice on Class F tax (mobile machinery and self-
propelled construction equipment). This money ($1,002,000 in 1972) is 
distributed back to the various counties for local political subdivisions 
and taxing districts. 
The Registration Program also is responsible for the processing of 
penalty assessment tickets and the collection of revenue derived from 
these tickets. During the fiscal year 1971-72, $179,730 was collected 
and deposited in the Highway Users Tax Fund. The expense of $17,984 
of this function can legitimately be charged against the Highway Users 
Tax Fund. 
MASTER FILES Cost $1,694,154 
This activity maintains, pursuant to statute, the central driver and 
vehicle record file for the entire state. The files maintained provide 
information for all enforcement agencies, courts and other authorized 
agencies which require driver and vehicle records. The expense of this 
program can legitimately be charged against the Highway Users Tax Fund. 
Information is also provided for insurance companies and other 
public agencies upon the payment of a required fee. During the fiscal 
year 1971-72, $697,096 was collected and deposited to the Highway Users 
Tax Fund from this source. 
It should be noted that last year we furnished over 250,000 driver 
histories to the courts which are used by them in determining the amount 
of fines assessed. The state does not charge for this service. We 
have suggested in our driver license report that this function should 
be charged against the driver license fee as a part of the driver license 
control program. 
DRIVER IMPROVEMENT, FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY, 
ACCIDENT RECORDS AND HEARINGS Cost $ 980,518 
These activities involve the administration of the laws concerning 
the point system, financial responsibility act and other suspension and 
revocation provisions designed to aid in the control of irresponsible 
drivers. 
The Accident Records section is the central records area for all 
reports submitted by investigating agencies throughout the state. 
Statistical data is accumulated for use by the Highway Department and 
other■ for their analysis, 
We believe all of the functions in this area are properly Highway 
Uaera Tax Fund related. During the fiscal year 1971-72, $184,112 vas 
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deposited in the Highway Users Tax Fund, It should be noted that the 
fees received from driver licenses does not support the entire driver 
licensing and driver control program. We have su~gested in our driver 
license report that this function should be charged against the driver 
license fee as a part of the driver license control program. 
DRIVER LICENSE SECTION Cost $2,093,264 
This section administers laws concerning the licensing of drivers 
and can legitimately be termed a highway user activity. The above cost 
is a direct charge (to the section) including administrative expense. 
It is not the cost of the entire program which amounts to $4,869,300, 
This is pointed out in a separate report. 
During the fiscal year 1971-72 fees of $1,561,140 were collected 
and deposited•~ the Highway Users Tax Fund. Other related revenue 
amounted to $1,102,469. 
ENFORCEMENT Cost $ 120,920 
This activity provides for enforcement of motor vehicle laws as 
they relate directly to the motor vehicle division's responsibility. 
Investigators testify in courts throughout the state concerning 
records of drivers who are being charged with driving under suspension, 
and other motor vehicle violations. 
We have suggested in our driver license report that this function 
should be charged against the driver license fee as a part of the 
driver license control program. 
PORT OF ENTRY Cost $1,402,273 
This is an on the road activity to provide a means of enforcing 
the laws relating to motor fuel tax, special fuel tax, gross ton-mile 
tax, registration fees, public utilities commission fees and agriculture 
permits and fees. The major costs of operation of the Port of Entry are 
prorated to the specific functions. 
DEALERS ADMINISTRATION, INSPECTION, AUTO PART DEALERS-
GARAGE LICENSES AND DEPOT TAGS PROGRAMS 
Dealers Administration 
Inspections 
Auto Part Dealers & Garage Licenses 







The Motor Vehicle Inspection Program is financed out of a special 
account with the balance to be deposited in the Highway Users Tax Fund 
after expenditures are deducted. Collections for the fiscal year 1971-
72 amounted to $312,109. 
The Motor Vehicle Dealers Licensing activity is financed out of a 
special account after ten percent of collections are deposited into the 
General Fund. $524,618 was collected during the fiscal year 1971-72. 
This Program is also responuible for the issuance of Auto Part 
Dealers and Garage Licenses and Depot Tags. These activities are 
financed out of the Highway Users Tax Fund and the collections which 
amounted to $55,044 for the fiscal year 1971-72 were deposited in the 
State Highway Users Tax Fund. 
AUTO CAMP AND HOTEL LICENSES PROGRAM Coat $ 19,283 
J 
Thia program was transferred from the State Patrol. Ita primary 
function ia to locate stolen vehicles. The cost should be charged 
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against the Highway Users Tax Fund. Collections in the amount of $15,541 
were deposited in the Highway Users Tax Fund, 
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION Cost $ 91,984 
Of the above amount, $28,484 was spent for construction of Inspec-
tion Stations (Ports of Entry). The balance of $63,500 was appropriated 
for maintenance of the Motor Vehicle Complex at West Sixth Avenue and 
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l,750,00 .oo l, 750.00 
92,885.25 .oo 92,885,25 
100.00 .oo 100.00 
U,414,25 .oo 81,414.25 
415.00 .oo 415.00 
lll,516.00 .oo lll,516,00 
15, 700,00 50,00 15,650,00 
97,792.40 195.00 97,197.~0 
ll, 162 ,98 .oo ll,162.98 
2,943.00 .oo 2,941.00 
149,915.00 .oo 149,915.00 
lll,080,02 .oo lll,080.02 
72,408.02 .oo 72,408.02 
402.64 .oo 402,64 
151.16 .oo 151.16 
100.68 .oo 100.68 
l,176,00 .00 l,176.00 
500.00 .oo 500.00 
277,286.0l .oo 277,286,0l 
117,558.95 .oo 117,558.95 
18,080.00 .oo 18,080.00 
14,625.00 .oo 14,625.00 
262.00 .oo 262.00 
4,590.00 10 .oo 4,580.00 
17,610.75 .oo 17,610.75 
11,908.15 75.00 ll,8ll.l5 
1,485.00 .oo 1,485.00 
54,161.81 10.00 54,151.87 
120,079.00 45.52 120,0)).48 
l,510.00 15.00 l,495.00 
64,245.00 45.00 64,200,00 
4,441.00 .oo 4,441,00 
7,176,85 .oo 7,176.85 
150.00 .00 150.00 
870,00 .00 870.00 
2,l00.00 .oo 2,300.00 
70,661.00 .oo 70,661.00 
28,197.29 .oo 28,197.29 
41,850.00 .oo 41,850.00 
47,987.00 .oo 47,987.00 
2',568.00 .oo 21,568.00 
6,455.00 .oo 6,455.00 
7,275.00 .oo 7,275.00 
101,198.75 .oo 101,198.75 
17,736.00 .oo 17,736.00 
112,505.45 7,50 112,497.95 
6,172.00 .oo 6,872.00 
86,291.00 .oo 86,291.00 
154,158.00 .oo 154,158,00 
55,542.00 .oo 55,542.00 
15,125,00 .oo 15,125.00 
10,990.00 .oo 10,990.00 
108,612.00 .oo 108,612.00 
2,085.00 .oo 2,085.00 
498,707.10 .oo 498,707.10 
1,100.00 .oo 1,100.00 
5,781.00 .oo 5,781.00 
16,907,50 .oo 16,907.50 
2,401.75 .oo 2,401.75 
B-5 
Total 1971-1972 










108,91 • 42,Ul.62 ,29 
110.15 • 
General Fund ~c~~!.) 1 
Ht■ceJli1neous Ltcen■■■ • Pe■■ (Cont.) I 
Sp■ct ■ l C0111btn1 P■ntt ■ 
Nhtortcal Society Caah 
Broker 6 Saha,..en Recovery fund 
Con■ U11ter Credit 
Otl , Ca■ Con■■rvatton L■yY 
Produce l.tcana ■ Suap■naa ( 
Subtoul 
Port of tntry for P.U.C. 
Port of Entry for A1rtcultura 
Total 
Nlacallaneou11 Col l ■ctiona r 
levC!'nue D■part'l'Nnt lanlca 
l1u~111pl RM t•■ 
Book l~t,., Etc. 
Jury Duty 
Sale of Book■ 
Sale of Equlptnent 
le.fund of EapC!nditura■ 
Total 
Total Ceneral Fund 
Blghv■l'. Fund: 
Gros■ Ton Mila 
Motor , Spaci■l Pu■l 
Title■ 
Abandoned Vahlcle Suap•n•• 6 Sal•• 
leghtratlona 
Penalty Aaaeaameot■ 




Aut.o Parto Deder & o.,..g• Ueenoeo 
Drivar Improvement, Flnanci■l Re■pOft■ lblUtJ, 
Accident An■ l7■ l ■ and Hearin&• 
Order of keinat■ t■■■at 
N.V.1.D. Cord■ 
DrlYer Llcen•• (Photo, &. Llc•n•••> 
DrlYar School Llcen■ e■ 
N.'f, Coda look■ 
N.Y. Eaforce••nt 
Auto Part■ Dealer • Garaa• Llcea■u 
Auto Camp , Hotel Lic■nae■ 
Colorado Stat ■ Patrol 
lt■t■ Al.hw■J Cl■■rln1 
Tot ■l Al1hw■J F1md 
8pael■l1 
l11■pect!on Sticlr. ■ r■ 





COLORADO DIPAAnll!KT OP REVENIIE 
OlLLF.CTIONS AIID EXPENSE 
1971-1972 (Cont.) 








































1122 ,2e~1eeo.e3 51l32,140,03 
• 312,415.49 306.40. )31,868,00 7,250.00 
61S?5.io ,00 
!~o,28n~~t•ti 7,556.40 
l622 1uo 101 J.18 ir,7 1625 1886. 73 
Total 






















13,311,520.93 ,, ,276, 69).67 




















p16,2~2t 11,0.eo t e,~9,11~.20 
312,109.09 • 262,528.00 524,618,00 166,811.00 
249,848.00 
61~?S.20 51151 .5f'.I 
P,11i~- ~.:,r1,5c 
§584 1814 I !Bo. 45 lll17"'21164.ll 
!/ Tho foll-las nf1md■ or■ ■pporUon■d to local 1D'"nmo•t■ 1 CltJ Sol■■ Tu, $8,147,124,341 ~tJ &■lea T••• $1,151,594,86; 


























COLORADO DEPARTMEfH OF REVE1WE 
COST OF DRIVERS I ucrnSE 
1971 - 1972 
$ 
Cost 
$ Per $ 
Expense ----·------·-----------~-- License __ Ex~nse. 
/ llirect Costs: 
-- Driver License Section 
lotal Direct Cost 
Indirect Costs: 
Adnrinistrative Cost 
Filing and Miscellaneous 
Change of f,ddress 
Total Indirect Cost 
Control and Enforcement: 





Motor Vehicle Enforcement 
Hearings 
Total Control and Enforce~ent -·-----





Order of Reinstate;;1ent Fees 
Driver School Licenses 
Miscellaneous Receipts 
Federal Funds 
M.V. I.D. Cards 





















































1/ Direct section unit costs are based on 624,764 licenses issued by the Department of 
Revenue. Other unit costs are based on 638,539 licenses issued by the Department 
of Revenue and counties. 
2/ Includes Federal Funds in the amount of 'S4,A90. 
3/ Incluoes Feueral Funds in the amount of $164 ,(l5f1. 









SUMMARY OF COUNTY HIGHWAY R.EVENUES, BY SOURCE, CALe.'OAR YEARS 1970 AND 1971 
adjusted to indicate Road and Bridge Revenues (for 1971) after payments to municipa!ities)Y 
1971 
1970 ?.eg strat1=n 
General SI.So General Fees -- Sl.5C 
Recei;::s from Fund Special Specific State HtJTF To-tal Recei?ts fro~ i't..r.d 3pecial Fee S. Sp~cif C State ;-,1. 'T!' Total 
County ?<.oad,g Appro- Registr:V Ownership Apportion- All Other i\eceipt,s Co~i.ty ?.oadj ;..p;:,ro- 32.:>0 r':,:-tioy Vwners ;..~portion- A:i.l Othef Receipts 
County f!dd9!! Lel!Ji'. ertatiens ti2n Fe TiXf:S :!!ent ~evei.'J!~ All So'-lr~es 3rid:Je, Lev·l~ ori:?":i·Jns of ?ceg. Fe2; Taxe ."'.'..!i,'": Revenue3/ All Sources 
illDS s 887,728 S 83,706 I 123,i:144 s 339,194 $ 94,723 $ 2,879,195 $ 6?~ ,2~7 ;, ;, 19S,397 ;, llJ ,523 ; 969.3:2 s 227,973 I 2,180,552 
lamosa 59,051 s 34 6,300 6,603 192,504 18,644 233,136 0,,5_3 !'-i.:L 9,719 2:~t:95 25,152 300,477 
apahoe 409,733 46,499 69,115 431,144 85,303 1,041,794 273,9G4 l:J5 ,2J8 51,465 479, ... 33 34,259 994,593 
chuleta 5,346 2,031 5,021 208,987 54,543 275,928 5,522 4,23:.J ll ,2,3 215,:b5 34,998 271,036 
111,745 1,245 17,013 449,654 23,888 603,545 110,182 5,3H 24, l 75 4!>1,446 26,896 628,076 
28,895 3,717 9,873 217,100 10,234 269,819 30,601 9,J5l 2,5a: 223,433 6,074 271,790 
1,067,204 
336Y 
28,497 97,134 407,002 60,396 l,660,233 800,683 80,293 125,615 437,553 97,804 l,~l,948 
4,913 7,097 253,626 7,774 273,746 9,260 11,468 13,333 270,957 10,709 315,727 
55,728 1,845 12,226 213,584 5,531 288,914 55,$60 4,337 16,651 221,926 6,181 304,755 
126,6~ 2,946 18,065 113,004 46,689 307,358 156,l:JS 7 ,J87 24,425 119,859 41,898 349,377 
17,319 2,197 4,350 3,904 287,249 9,206 324,225 18,741 4,521 14,477 298,452 10,215 346,406 
7,061 2,820 435 181,599 2,786 194,701 7,000 N.R. 400 2l7,'T44 6,600 231,744 
15,613 253 3,363 108,106 3,867 131,202 16,805 299 8,)72 112,703 2,844 141,022 
2,856 1,732 1,261 152,901 3,270 162,020 2,796 3,737 7,422 149,497 2,297 165,749 
63,249 13,666 11,107 381,003 86,730 555,755 23,992 32,187 14,710 401,580 110,985 583,454 
Dolores 2,562 1,456 2,509 252,594 40,667 299,788 5,217 3,025 5,135 2!>2,484 78,059 353,920 
Douglas 169,147 9,691 36,882 216,784 10,748 443,252 169,569 25,169 32,516 234,561 8,900 470,715 
Eagle 88,862 5,268 17,640 276,478 36,805 425,053 46,535 12,119 21,015 288,231 32,~6 400,446 
Elbert 125,973 4,679 19,629 273,329 10 ,ssa· 434,168 124,509 11,445 20,130 284,663 15,129 455,876 
El Pao 2,0~,308 188,328 92,373 210,!)85 974,634 11,856 3,513,004 1,517,639 194,481 235,213 175,805 1,055,360 21,639 3,200,137 
Fr-nt 64,942 9,~ 17,809 370,391 2,110 464,257 72,306 22,652 23,036 396,716 12,728 ~7,438 
Garfield 240,701 9,236 39,355 456,590 91,884 837,766 166,322 21,839 44,075 476,489 89,102 797,827 
Gilpin 10,808 1,214 1,282 94,273 8,337 115,914 12,534 2,871 3,697 100,924 1,861 121,887 
Grand 8,776 4,662 10,535 364,396 43,905 432,274 389 9,875 22,035 379,751 43,116 455,166 
Gunnison 81,2'8 3,405 11.~ 487,830 63,231 647,244 62,946 7,999 26,777 521,492 283,776 902,990 
Hinsdale 9, 71' 338 835 110,051 36,833 157,772 9,825 519 3,206 110,946 26,461 I.:,Q,~7 
HuerfaftO ~.~ 1,904 16,093 253,280 6,934 304,036 17 ,.478 4,.348 17,994 261,882 7,512 309,714 
.Jackson 8,879 l,!126 3,831 230,000 42,263 286,499 6,278 3,334 14,297 240,402 41,572 308,883 
.Jefferson l,6'7.1,~ 363,7~ 69,300 133,503 1,400,163 89,155 3,751,714 1,181,553 372,017 164,552 149,372 950,715 758,294 3,:n6,503 
Kiowa 102,!160 2,181* 11,387 217,584 7,073 340, 7135 99,737 5,203 19,456 228,148 9,603 362,147 
Kit Canon 199,83!1 433 24,917 391,500 7,512 624,197 180,265 16,339 n,116 406.283 4,829 640,431 
Lau l~,108 4,610 8,~7 122,403 35,169 324,947 122,364 10,686 13,108 130,486 9,806 286,4~ 
La Plata 210,794 11,1'2 30,024 441,922 ~.!190 748,482 171,158 ~,583 43,056 460,509 49,684 749,990 
Lariaer 627,186 36,138 89,533 699,481 !19,403 1,511,741 486,753 6,481 76,264 85,079 723,117 70,329 1,448,023 
LH Aniaaa 67,932 !1,223 22,866 611,6!10 42,2!19 749,930 78,239 12,835 31,610 63',429 30,!116 788,629 
Lincoln 10!1,088 3,380 21,381 301,873 7,321 439,043 123,094 7,967 31,504 312,222 5,667 480,464 
Logan 178,865 11,759 40,439 501,464 29,667 762,194 91,366 26,959 29,232 526,446 17,726 691,729 
Mesa 326,366 45,907 43,716 41,913 833,519 93,517 1,384,938 248,653 49,379 99,458 56,879 87a, 199 107,938 1,440,505 
Mineral 14,938 403 3,42!> 71,718 17,019 107,503 15,919 980 7,662 76,3!>2 26,670 U7,593 




TABLE I (Continued) 
1971 
1970 .,:eq!.s:ra~1c., 
General i1.5o Gene:-al Fe.es -- s~.5Q 
Receipts fro■ Fund Special Specific State ;,·:;-;;: Total ~eceipts from Fund Snecial Fe2 i 3;,ecific S~a~e ~l-:-F 
County Ro~ Appro- Reghtr!j/ Ownership Apportion- All Othe- Receipts County ?.~ad~ ~;:,pro- s·i.5·J i'o:t:.o~, .:·.-.ne:-si1ip :..~;,ortion-
tion Fe 3 :l.ev!!n,;e~ 3r i:!ge Leyy2 ~ Bridg!! :.e priations Taxes :::e~t All .;)ources :::ria~i:,r.s of ?.ec. :-ees.:.1 :-axE!-s ~ent. 
llonte~w:a 50,41B 8,225 12,612 446,47'.l 57,967 575,592 41,957 !3,?5i 22,729 3 -163,925 
Montrose 28,009 12,495 15,902 643,735 52,695 752,336 !l,409 2;, ;_:,:.; 22,12.: 662,4v5 
Morgan 334,~ 13,630 46,324 329,654 5,503 730,111 2a3,5S9 32,;.:4 43,5::J 376,314 
Otero l~,367 11,230 22,352 215,122 10,194 444,265 145,631 2J,2',.! 34,~15 2!4, !52 
Ouray 2,650 981 2,720 84,405 11,609 102,365 2,625 a,l.46 3,336 87,312 
Park 28,275 3,006 8,570 437,113 7,734 484,698 21,423 7,431 19,353 455,991 
Phillips 37,037 2,914 4,784 186,051 4,008 234,794 23,4d5 7,1),JIJ 10,972 193,067 
Pitkin 142,283 8,043 20,195 142,742 49,545 362,aoa 123,921 19,~2 29,3SO 162,937 
Pro-rs l~,192 6,801 25,912 301,147 4,224 494,276 130,318 15,923 29,509 30l,98J 
Pueblo 345,613 26,200 62,085 461,587 22,996 918,481 498,497 59,146 67,363 452,354 
Rio Blanco 264,~7 6,400 2,415 15,003 360,046 162,609 811,430 242,057 a,119 22,317 390,265 
Rio Grande 125,588 4,000 7,512 20,309 243,712 45,844 446,965 115,607 8,016 18,977 23,987 252,913 
Routt ~,476 16,000 4,235 10,914 427,702 113,607 630,934 78,958 549 19,041 442,329 
Saguache 6,512 2,124 6,944 470,086 41,011 526,677 5,991 7,411 18,684 484,.268 
San Juan 3,120 1.2~ 4,642 66,428 521 75,941 3,534 2,586 4,386 68,523 
San Miguel 1,483 4,042 333,767 33,758 373,050 3,410 11,488 322,130 
Sedgwick 68,314 2,290 12,764 142,758 12,645 238,771 67,026 s,r.51 12,865 146,056 
Sumnit 28,484 3,956 7,920 137,486 33,454 211,302 46,959 5,461 16,184 147,035 
Teller 24,3«;0 2,852 7,679 194,574 4,376 233,841 19,805 6,590 9,083 233,306 
Washington 70,217 5,865 22,641 548,577 16,675 663,975 78,533 14,253 27,288 523,448 
Weld 6~,813 45,192 118,300 1,225,249 58,306 2,142,860 601,122 108,879 108,032 1,331,977 
Yu■a i~.310 --hfil 21 I 728 425,612 38,518 §76,092 180,790 18,224 30,067 448,722 




See Fcotnote 3 • 
SOURCE: Colorado Annual Highway Report 1970, 1971 data is taken from a computer print-out supplied by the Colorado Department of Highways showing rev-
enue data reported to the Department. 
The -unt sboMI for Road and 11%idge fund revenues is the total amount reported less the amounts paid by counties to municipalities. According to James 
llauli• of tbe Col_orado Departaent of Hig!May• this amowrt paid to municipalities is the municipal share of the c~unty road and bridqe levy -- 50 percent 
of ths -llllt collected returned to ■unicipaliti•• on the basis of assessed valuation (H.B. 1037, 1970 Ses1ion). 
SOU!ICE: tables IV and V cf thi■ -rand-. The -.cunts used are those reported by each co1.111ty or municipality lexc~t in instancH where no municipal 
or county re1>9rted -,ants -.re r,ailable; in that instance, amounts fNm the city or county audHs -r• used and theu are denoted by an 
asterick (•).) See tables IV and V for further explanations. 
Includes, in addition to the above specified items, fines, transfers, income from investments, payments from municipalities, !!!Otor fuel tax refunds, re-
ceipts from federal sources, sales of bonds or notes, etc. 
The amount listed in the 1970 Annual Report of the Colorado State Department of Highways under property taxes and Sp9cial assesscents. The 1970 ~eport 
of tl'le Colorado Tax C-1.ssion reports no road and bridge levy for Chaffee County applicable in 1970. 
Total 
All Othef Receipts 
R.evenue;!/ All Source• 
i 117,906 > 665,4a, 




















12,594 691 109' 
S1,720,8l3 $41,667,«Y 
TABLE II 
ESTIY.;..:~ : 971 ;.ND 1972 M.:NICIPAL REV2-tL: 
FRCN COUNTY ?.CAD AND BiUI:X3E FUNU ? REVENUE COU.ECTED 




Road & 1971 Road d. 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Munidpal 
Valuatio!?,Y' Le~ ?..evenue Revenue Valuatior.?/ .J:!:!I Revenue Revenue 
Adaas $307.364,650 3.00 s ;22,094 s $327,745,630 3.00 s 983,237 
Arvada 2,004,380 3,007 2,054,a:o s 3,082 
Aurora 33,575,390 50,363 35,130,92::J 52,696 
Bennett 396,880 595 485, ,20 729 
Brighton 10,553,450 15,830 11,136 ,58J 16,705 
Co111111e rc:e City 30,098,740 45,148 30,267, 6C·::J 45,401 
Federal Heights 1,152,300 1,728 2,0CO,OC7 3,000 
Northglenn 37,593,560 56,390 39,224,34,J 58,836 
Thornton 18,021,370 27,032 18.919,540 28,379 
Westainster 26,975,320 40.463 31,798,-:-lC 47,698 
$240,556 i2S€,_526 
Alamosa 20,278,510 3.00 60,836 S 21,010,540 3.50 73,537 
Alamosa 9,897,785 14,847 10,325,770 18,070 
Hooper 63,540 95 65,050 114 s 14,942 _ta_.rsi 
() Arapahoe 336,590,570 l.30 437,568 384,252,850 1.30 499,529 
I Aurora 72,703,460 47,257 86,333,430 56,117 
w Bow Mar 1,979,120 1,286 2,085,900 1,356 
Cherry Hilla Village 17,495,-410 11,372 19,088,440 12,407 
Coluabine Valley 2,113,200 1,374 2,178,390 1,416 
Deer Trail 402,613 262 364,691 237 
Engle•od 70,669,559 45,935 75,361,983 48,985 
Glenclale 8,731,250 5,675 8,576,300 5,575 
Greenwoci Village 11,854,620 7,706 19,270,340 12,526 
Uttleton 50,441,558 32,787 57,651,257 37,473 
Sheridan 4,930,917 31205 5,546,684 3,605 
$156,859 111§,691 
Arc:buleta 8,502,700 1.00 8,503 8,633,810 1.00 8,634 
Pagosa Springs 1,542,750 771 1,501,050 751 
BaH 24,353,910 5.00 121,770 23,957,820 5.00 ll9,789 
Cup~_ 134,-455 336 139,030 348 
Pritchett 243,695 609 229,090 573 
Springfield 2,236,030 5,590 2,205,64-1 5,~14 • 
Two Buttea 94,915 237 100,620 252 
Vilas 57,930 145 56,330 141 
Walsh 1,036,170 21590 1,041,880 s 21605 $ 9,507 9,433 
1971 
:Ounty """'UU'"''f l'«I-✓ 
1970 ?.oad & 1971 Road & 
A11essed llridge Municipal I saessed Bridge litunicipal 
Valuation .l::!!L Revenue Ravenue ~ aluation Le!l Revenue Ravenue 
Bent $16,363,650 2.00 s 32.787 s s 16,253 • ..:1gg 3.00 s 48,762 $ 
Laa Aniau 2,617,470 2,617 2,633.'1 3,951 
Boulder 311,013,250 ':t '1 .. 1,166,300 332, 978, ,11,30 3.75 1,248,669 
Boulder 134,706,330 3.75 252,574 141, 712,!:>40 265,711 
Brooafield 12,617,050 23,657 14,425,'~40 Z7,049 
J ... atown 226,150 424 221.cno 414 
Lafayette 3,289,870 6,169 3,524,:2..10 6,608 
Longaont 43,135,450 80,879 47 ,074,:220 88,264 
Louisville 2,664,120 4,995 2,841,:330 5,3Z7 
Lyons 985,880 1,849 989,1!310 1,856 
Nederland 886,610 1,662 949,:360 1,780 
Superior 90,520 170 93.750 176 
Ward 101,840 191 108 1 •410 203 
S 372,570 1397,388 
Chaffee 20,722,720 .60 12,434 21,658.400 0.'~ 10,829 
Buena Vista 2,679,~ 804 2,721,920 680 
Poncha Springs 498,660 l:>O 608,030 152 
Salida 6,045,980 11s14 6,240,740 11560 
.o s 2,768 s 2,392 
t ateyeMe ,,. 16,359.070 3.40 55,621 16,746.180 3.40 56,940 
ateyenne .. 11, 1,138,206 1,935 1,150,•'40 l,9~ 
Kit caraon 318,1:>0 541 l38,l:l95 576 s 2,4'6 s 2,532 
Clear Cnek 29,336,400 6.00 176,018. 31,803,910 6.00 190,823 
Eapln 333,~ l,001 334,~:130 1,004 
Georgetown 1,809,510 5,429 l,842,:LBO 5,526 
Idaho Springs 3,099,300 9,298 3,224,Cr»lO 9,674 
Silver Pluae 280,"80 841 280,liOO . 842 
I 16,569 S 11,046 
Conejos 12,089,590 1.50 18,135 11,806,:uo l.~ 17,709 
Antonito !40,710 406 "3,IUO 415 
IA Jara 636,980 478 647,•150 486 ....... 301,415 226 345,.ll30 Z9 
Roae lZ,~ 94 130,!~ 98 
Suford 191,820 1.ila 204,~i>55 1.lM I $ 
Co.Ulla 6,.739,480 1.00 6,740 8,401, :i?.40 1.00 8,401 
Blanc.a 209,875 lCY.> 391,:~2!> 195 
San Luis ~.605 m 589,050 m s s 
1971 1972 
County County 
1970 Road & 1971 Road & 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Municipal 
Valuation ...!:.!:::I... Revenue Revenue Valuation ...!:.!:::I... Revenue Revenue 
Crowley s 8,362,640 2.00 s 16,725 s s 8,329,530 2.00 s 16,659 
Crowley 128,540 129 133,650 134 
Olney Springs 157,450 157 154,180 154 
Ordway 999,585 1,000 1,017,290 1,017 
Sugar City 239,140 239 234,800 235 
$ 1,525 s 1,540 
Custer 4,839,720 1.00 4,840 5,527,490 1.00 5,527 
Silvercliff 188,610 94 197,270 99 
Westcliffe 398,390 199 411,920 205 s 293 $ 304 
Delta 23,695,810 1.00 23,695 24,459,860 1.00 24,460 
Cedaredge 7l3,360 367 794,730 397 
Crawford 131,880 66 140,310 70 
Delta 4,819,900 2,410 4,875,060 2,438 
Hotchkiss 584,690 292 583,530 292 
Paonia 1,185,110 593 1,228,400 614 
$ 3,728 s 3,811 
() Denver No Road & Bridge Levy 
I 
(JI 
Dolores 5,105,160 1.00 5,105 5,233,430 1.00 5,230 
Dove Creek 651.960 326 659,650 330 
Rico 171,710 86 167,570 84 s 4l2 s :ata 
Douglas 23,870,160 7.50 179,.026 27,569,450 8.50 234,340 
Castle Rock 2,476,920 9,288 2,681,990 11,398 
Eagle 29,386,240 2.00 58,772 33,50~,200 2.80 93,814 
Basalt 589,625 580 594,660 832 
Eagle 818,663 819 868,110 1.215 
. Gypsua 311,783 312 326,150 457 
llintum 346,575 347 403,000 564 
Red Cliff 135,394 135 137,640 193 
Vail 9,554,020 J:~ 12.135,290 I·~ s i • 
Elbert 17,726,982 1.00 124,088 18,244.480 6.00 109,467 
Elizabeth 314,897 1,102 328,370 985 
Kiowa 245,876 861 258,320 775 
Siala 611,257 21139 606,750 1.iS $ 4,102 s 3, 
1971 1972 
County (.;C)Unty 
1970 Road & 1971 Road & 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Municipal 
Valuati.Jn -1!:?:L. Revenue Revenue Valuation -1!:?:L. Revenue Revenue 
El Faso 5422,155,470 5.25 $2,216,316 $ 5454,293,370 5.00 $2,271,467 $ 
Calhan 526,460 1,382 597,360 1,493 
Colorado Springs 271,742,340 713,324 303,792,440 759,481 
Fountain 2,709,880 7,113 2,977,290 7,443 
Green Mountain Falls 1,135,260 2,980 1,153,6!.0 2,884 
Manitou Springs 6,865,910 18,023 7,091,350 17,728 
:tonuaent 540,270 1,418 592,600 1,482 





Fre■ont 36,153,260 2.00 72,306 36,920,960 2.00 73,842 
Canon City 13,461,090 13,461 13,453,080 13,453 
Coal Creek 82,390 82 82,120 82 
E;;;st Canon 1,392,290 1,392 1,471,070 1,471 
Florence 2,735,220 2,735 2,783,180 2,783 
Rockvale 174,410 174 172,870 17-3 
Williaasburg 53,920 54 56,090 56 s 17,898 s Is,o!a 
(1 Garfield 42,826,580 5.00 214,133 43,852,900 5.12 224,552 
I Carbondale 935,830 2,340 1,090,440 2,792 (J\ Glenwood 10,709,260 26,773 10,877,730 27,847 
Grand Valley 324,890 812 332,860 852 
Nev castle 389,640 974 397,150 1,017 
Rifle 3,432,740 858 3,440,860 8,809 
Silt 365,160 913 385,330 986 
$ 40,394 S 42,303 
Gilpin 4,110,220 2.80 11,509 4,526,970 2.80 12,676 
Blaclt Hawk 322,275 451 321,380 450 
Central City 656,145 918 652,o::.o 913 s 1,369 $ 1,363 
Grand 18,615,160 .25 4,654 20,473,410 7.00 143,313 
Fraser 162,920 20 184,370 645 
Granby 1,206,110 151 1,299,220 4,547 
Grand Lake 1,405,820 176 1,434,260 5,020 
Hot Sulphur Springs 311,475 39 331,120 1,159 
Knllllll.ing 1,173,835 147 1,214,000 41249 
$ 533 s IS,620 
Gunnison 17,632,965 4.00 70,532 18,500.100 3.00 55,500 
Crested Butte ?35,355 1,471 739,650 1,109 
Gunnison ~.439,635 10,879 5,673,430 8,510 




Road & 1971 Road & 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Municipal 
Valuation .l::.!:!L Revenue Revenue Valuation ~ Revenue Revenue 
Hinsdale s 2,323,120 4.00 $ 9,293 $ s 2,389,410 0.50 s 1,195 s 163 
Lake City 643,440 1,287 652,100 
Huerfano 12,598,505 2.00 25,197 12,747,150 2.00 25,494 
La Veta 553,900 554 564,930 565 
Walsenburg 3,795,120 31795 3,823,620 3 1824 
$ 4,:149 $ 4,389 
J'ackson ':',761,026 1.00 9,761 9,881,560 l.00 9,882 
Walden 1,018,950 509 1,010.100 535 
J'efferson 480,210,000 3.83 1,839,204 521,447,030 3.83 1,997,142 
Arvada 70,677,350 135,347 76,684,290 146,850 
Bow Mar 858,850 1,645 862,170 l,651 
Broomfield 83,130 159 95,630 183 
Edgewater 7,249,310 13,882 7,103,680 13,604 
Golden 17,836,190 34,156 20,834,270 39,898 
Lakewood 183,693,210 351,772 3,385,630 377,720 
Morrison 580,790 1,112 197,242,800 1,165 
('} Mountain View 1,073,420 2,056 608,540 2,064 
• Westminster 2,380 5 1,078,010 670 ...J Wheat Ridge 58,052,3-40 111.110 61,512,340 111.196 
S 6Sl,304 J"7ol,6ol 
Kiowa 16,564,640 6.00 99,388 16,193,840 6.00 97,163 
Eads 1,053,003 3,159 1,050,930 3,153 
Haswell 145,646 437 136,690 410 
Sheridan Lake 198,404 595 185,600 557 s 4,191 $ 4,120 
Kit Carson 26,813,580 7.50 201,102 27,369,810 7.50 205,273 
Bethune 75,0ll 281 78,240 293 
Burlington 4,339,345 16,272 4,367,870 16,380 
flagler 852,244 3,196 822,710 3,085 
Seibert 277,144 l,039 268,280 1,006 
Stratton 770,832 2,891 837,030 3,139 
Vona 71,580 . 268 70,650 i 24,ffi ' 23,947 Lake 48,266,280 2.53 122,114 53,779,910 l.36 73,140 
Leadville 3,442,610 4,355 3,488,560 2,372 
La Plata 44,659,840 5.00 223,299 44,257,440 5.00 221,287 
Bayfield 292,780 732 334,980 837 
Durango 17,225,175 43,062 17,290,020 43,225 
Ignacio 401,745 1 1004 400,760 1.001 
$ 44,798 $ 45,063 
1971 1972 
County ~our.ty 
1970 Road & 1971 ?..cad 3. 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bri::i;e Municipal 
Valuation Le~ Revenuf' Revenue Valuation ~ Revenue Revenue 
Lari■er $181.251.350 3.80 $ 688,618 $ $193,731,980 3.30 $ ~39.316 $ 
Berthoud 1.603.190 3,046 1.337,300 3,032 
Estes Park 6.851.580 13,018 7,562,010 12,477 
Fort Collins 68.952.640 131,010 73,389,070 121,092 
Loveland 30.595.830 58,132 32,263,880 54,885 
Timnath 147.940 281 196,590 324 
Wellington 490.770 931 557,41.0 920 
$206,418 $192. 730 
Laa Ani■as 30.616,250 3.00 91,849 30,101,780 2.00 60.204 
Aguilar 279.560 419 304,990 305 
Branson 48.190 72 49,930 50 
Cokedale 48.680 73 47,620 48 
Trinidad 8.384.510 12.577 8,477,860 8 1478 $ 13,141 s 8,881 
Uncoln 19.748,760 7.00 138.241 19.983.260 1.00 139.882 
Arriba 281.085 984 274,630 961 
0 
Genoa 183.255 641 181,880 637 
Rigo 746.960 2.614 739.420 2.589 
I Li■on 2,778.725 91726 2.848,080 91968 CJ) $ 13.965 S 14.155 
Logan 64,~0,970 1.75 112.877 64.315.220 1.50 96.473 
C.roolc 246,450 216 223,890 168 
fleaing 328.390 287 339.330 ~ 
Iliff 133.550 117 136.270 102 
Merino 187,820 164 185.330 139 
Peetz 241.390 211 240,810 181 
Sterling 17.328,100 s 151162 16.157 17.583,640 131188 S 14.032 .... 108.523.786 3.00 325.571 110.397,950 2.00 220.796 
Collbran 288.447 433 291,120 291 
DeBeque l~.349 231 162.630 163 
Fruita 2.110,437 3.166 2.134,750 2.135 
Grand J'unc:tion 43,515,478 65.273 45.707.900 45.708 
Palisade 1,412,296 2 1118 1.370.160 1.370 s 11.221 S 49.667 
Mineral 3.026.410 5.66 17 .129 3,396,680 5.66 19.225 
Creede 463.200 1.311 475,210 1.345 
Moffat NO PDAD AND BRIDGE RJND LEVY 
1971 1972 
county County 
1970 Road & 1971 ?.oad i 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Municipal 
Valuation Levy Revenue Revenue Valuation ~ Revenue Revenue 
Montezuma $25,403,270 2.00 $ 50,806 $ $ 26,160,800 2.00 $ 52,321 $ 
:ortez 10,006,650 10,007 10,051,390 10,051 
Dolores 795,125 795 814,710 815 
Mancos 763,430 763 737,540 738 
$ 11,565 s ll,604 
Montrose 35,091,160 .50 17,546 35,293,240 .50 17,647 
Montrose 10,717,460 2,679 10,871,790 2,718 
Naturita 518,500 130 525,080 131 
Nucla 712,400 178 708,850 177 
Olathe 820,680 205 822,730 205 
$ 3,192 $ 3,231 
Morgan 55,832,570 6.00 334,995 55,646,260 6.00 333,877 
Brush 5,201,420 15,604 5,196,280 15,589 
Fort Morgan 13,324,240 39,973 13,575,930 40,728 
Hillrose 125,650 377 124,640 373 
Log Lane Village 189,770 569 193,460 580 s 56,523 s 57,270 
() Otero 41,737,470 4.46 186,149 42,259,100 4.46 188,476 
' Cheraw 424,301 
946 419,090 935 
'° Fowler 1,610,669 3,592 1,620,220 3,613 La Junta 10,245,985 22,849 10,216,340 22,782 
Manzanola 471,348 1,051 467,810 1,043 
Rocky Ford 6,360,567 14,184 6,677,250 14,890 
Swink 585,893 11307 592,070 11320 
$ 43,929 $44,583 
Ouray 5,207,065 .50 2,604 5,785,68() .50 2,893 
Ouray l, 119,735 280 1,211,590 303 
Ridgeway 208,605 52 239,195 60 
$ 332 $ 363 
Park 10,667,250 2.00 21,334 12,U78,U70 2.00 24,156 
Alu 140,050 140 149,160 149 
Fairplay 461,040 461 503 
$ 601 $ 652 
Phillips 19,284,110 1.40 26,998 19,545,410 1.40 Z7,364 
Haxtum 1,166,878 817 1,145,310 802 
Holyoke 2,803,532 1,962 2,783,130 1,948 
Paoli 220,569 154 231,770 162 
$ 2,933 $ 2,912 
1971 1972 
County vounty 
1970 Road & 1971 n.oad & 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Municipal 
Valuation ~ Revenue n.evenue Valuation ~ Revenue Revenue 
Pitkin $48,831,060 3.50 s 170,909 $ S 52,825,060 2.20 s 116,215 i 
Aspen 23,198,400 40,597 24,619,570 Zl,082 
Basalt 1,200 l 
S 't1 ,083 
Prowers 31,471,000 ~.oo 157,355 33,347,090 5.00 166,735 
Granada 432,375 1,081 439,308 1,098 
Hartman 160,322 401 156,327 391 
Holly 1,197,756 2,994 1,262,712 3,157 
Lamar 9,750,498 24,376 9,773,781 24,434 
Wiley 335,755 839 329,591 824 
$ 29,691 S 29,904 
Pueblo 208,570,480 3.00 625,711 218,070,970 2.00 436,142 
Boone 253,314 380 249,800 250 
Pueblo 126,781,716 190,173 132,531,060 132,531 
Rye 205,065 308 234,940 235 
$190,861 SIJJ,016 
Rio Blanco 57,923,353 4.30 249,070 54,438,180 4.00 217,753 
0 
Meeker 2,008,353 4,318 2,024,670 4,049 
R&ngely 1,674,311 31600 1,679,330 31359 I $ 7,918 $ 7,408 .... 
0 
Rio Grande 25,778,125 5.00 128,891 Z1 ,011,860 5.00 135,059 
Center 133,890 335 132,990 332 
Del Norte l,3Z7,900 3,320 1,393,560 3,464 
Monte Vista 4,763,765 111909 4,731,645 111829 
S 15,564 S 15,645 
Routt 28,309,660 3.40 96,253 30,533,350 3.40 103,813 
Hayden 693,390 1,179 711,900 1,210 
Oak Creek 382,370 650 401,590 683 
Steamboat Springs 3,743,ZlO 6,364 4,107,390 6,983 
Y•pa Z72,580 463 268,580 456 s 8,656 s 9,332 
Saguache 11,689,840 1.00 11,690 12,104,780 1.00 12,105 
Bonanza 28,670 14 29,900 15 
Center 1,202,070 601 1,208,850 604 
Crestone 49,460 25 52,110 26 
Moffat 52,910 26 59,380 30 
Saguache 420,930 210 429,910 215 s 876 µ 890 » 
San Juan 3,690,135 1.00 3,690 4,148,610 1.00 4,149 
Silverton 617,290 308 630,130 320 
1971 1972 
unty County 
1970 Road & 1971 ?.oad & 
Assessed Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Municipal Valuation l.e::st: Revenue Revenue Valuation Lev;i: Revenue Revenue 
San Miguel NO ROAD AND BilDGE FUND $ $ $ 8,552,010 None $ s Norwood 410,620 
Telluride 559,300 
Sedgwick s 15,575,010 4.75 73,981 15,657,430 4. 75 74,373 
Julesburg 2,507,970 5,956 2,512,760 5,968 Ovid 306,370 728 307,610 730 Sedgwick 158,350 376 149,980 356 
$ 7,060 s 7,054 
Suaait 13,605,320 3.50 47,619 18,973,500 5.34 101,318 
Blue River 532,llO 931 670,650 1,791 Breckenridge 1,551,060 2,714 1,806,570 4,824 
Dillon 1,368,600 2,395 2,033,380 5,429 Frisco 709,460 1,242 737,280 1,968 Silverthome 307,290 537 376,390 1.005 
$ 7,819 $ 1S,ol1. 
Teller 8,542,260 3.00 25,627 10,363,960 3.00 31,092 
Cripple Creek 694,050 1,041 702,800 1,054 
Green Mountain falls 24,070 36 24,030 36 
0 Victor 266,690 400 273,570 410 
I Woodland Park 1,599,600 21399 1,665,300 2,498 .... s 3,876 s 3,998 .... 
Washington 40,651,310 2.00 81,303 39,028,400 None 
Akron 2,450,545 2,450 2,464,930 
Otis 470,335 470 479,470 
$ 2,920 
Weld 202,095,790 3.50 707,335 222,814,520 4.50 1,002,665 
Ault 1,000,360 1,750 983,740 2,213 
Dacono 241,860 423 443,350 998 
Eaton 2,218,240 3,882 2.2~.220 5,049 
Erie 483,340 846 516,250 1,162 
Evans 3,102,400 5,429 3,534,360 7,952 
Firestone 232,920 408 267,240 601 
fort Lupton 2,951,680 5,165 2,932,500 6,598 
Frederick 350,690 614 383,450 863 
Gilcrest 298,000 521 302,150 680 
Greeley 57,.~.650 100,495 59,853,480 134,670 
Grover 88,460 155 86,640 195 
Hudson 459,090 803 448,3UO 1,009 
Johnsto.n l,ll0,360 1,943 1,179,780 2,654 
Keenesburg 514,660 901 497,240 l,ll9 
Keota 12,590 22 ll,870 27 
Kersey 407,860 714 420,290 946 








1970 Road & 1971 Road & 
A.lseased Bridge Municipal Assessed Bridge Municipal 
Valuation Le:::x Revenue Revenue Valuation ...!:!:!:L Revenue Revenue 
Mead $ 152,560 $ $ 267 $ 159,380 $ $ 359 
Milliken 413,600 724 415,450 935 
Nunn 218,550 382 220,210 495 
Pierce 426,490 746 428,000 963 
Platteville 556,020 973 594,960 1,339 
~yaer 91,330 160 88,940 200 
Rosedale 169,550 297 170,590 384 
Severance 142,280 249 132,620 298 
Windsor 31223 1,918,950 41318 
$ 133,678 $179,524 
Yuaa 32,761,160 5.50 180,186 33,908,300 5.30 179,714 
Eckley 121,990 335 119,940 318 
Wray 2,681,400 7,374 2,782,920 7,375 
Yuaa 2,964,160 81151 2,955,160 71831 
$ 15,860 S 15,524 
Total Revenue to llunicipaliUes fro• County Road and Bridge $3,314,906 $3,441,117 
Fund 
1/ Thia table is a straight pnjection of the amounts of County Road and Bridge Fund Revenues municipalities would have received, asS\aing all taxes levied were collected, pursuant to H.B. 1037, 1970 Session. 
Y Source for 1970 was the •59th Annual Report of the Colorado Tax Commission, 1970•, which gives levies and assessed valuati.ons as of 
January 1, 1971, applicable in 1971. Source for 1971 is the •1st AMual Report of the Division of Property Taxation, 1971•, which gives 
levies and a valuation as of January 1, 1972, applicable in 1972. 
TABLE III 
QJUNTY HIGHWAY F"UNDS 
County Mill Levy; 
County Road and Bridge Revenue (Property Tax and Special Assessments); 
and Total County Revenue (All Sources -- Stw• Federal and Local} 
For the Years 1969-197 l 
19711/ 
!972~ 
!969 1970 Est. County 
Ro ad s. Bridge Total Road (.. Bridge Total Road ~ 9ridge Total Portion of 
~ 
Property Jax RevenueV 
LevyY 
Property Jax RevenueV 
LevyY 
Property Jax RevenueV Road and 
Countv All Sources Revenue3 All Sources Revenue3 All .:iources h!::'.:t .3ridge Leyys,' Revenue3 
Adams 3.20 s 869.873 S 1,911,272 3,00 $ 887,728 $2,079,195 3.00 $ 674.277 $ 2.180,552 3.00 $ 726,711 
Alamosa 3.00 59,095 258,825 3.00 59,051 283,136 3,00 61,508 300,477 3.50 55,353 
Arapahoe 1.33 427,196 997,471 1.30 409,733 1,041,794 1.30 273,904 994,593 1.30 319.83? 
Archuleta 1.00 8,072 237,650 1.00 5,346 275.929 1.00 5,522 271,038 1.00 7,883 
Baca 5.00 123,589 521,868 5,00 111,745 603,545 5.00 110,182 628,076 5.00 110,356 
Bent 1.00 15,899 216,243 2,00 28,895 269,819 2.00 30,601 271,790 3.00 44,811 
Boulder 3. 75 990,463 1,936,682 3.75 1,067,204 1,660.233 3.75 800.683 1.541.948 3.75 851,178 
Chaffee 1.85 35,163 265.330 None 336 273,746 0,60 9,260 315,727 0.50 8.437 
Cheyenne 4.50 70,418 260.297 3,50 55.728 288,914 3.40 55.660 304,755 3.40 54.408 
Clear Creek 6.00 125,684 288,976 4.50 126,654 307,358 6.00 156,108 349,377 6.00 173.777 
Coneios 1.50 17,737 283,410 1.50 17,319 324,225 1,50 18,741 346,406 1.50 16,297 
Cost lla 1.00 6,598 180,424 1.00 7,061 194,701 1.00 7,000 231,744 1.00 7,911 
Crowley 1.90 15,355 112,532 2.00 15,613 131,202 2.00 16,805 141.022 2.00 15,119 
Custer 1.00 4,010 140,836 1.00 2.856 162.020 1.00 2,796 165.749 1.00 5,223 
Delta 4.50 99,779 480,234 3.00 63,249 555,755 1.00 23,992 583,454 1.00 20,649 
Dolores 1.00 2.654 262,455 1.00 2,562 299,788 1.00 5,217 353.920 1.00 4.816 
Do~las 8.50 177,699 470.601 7,50 169,147 443,252 7.50 169,569 470,715 8.50 222,942 
Eag e 3.~ 84,72!1 359,880 3.85 88.862 425.053 2.00 46.535 400,446 2,80 13,564 
Elbert 8.58 151,657 406.757 7.50 125.973 434. 168 7.00 124,509 455,876 6t00 105.887 
El PHO 5,25 1,858,929 3,090,122 5,25 2,035,308 3.513,084 5.25 1,517,639 3,200,137 5.00 1,477,-241 
Fremont 2.00 '5,021 ~,065 2.00 64,942 464,257 2.00 72,306 527,438 2.00 55,824 
Garfield 5,30 191.?,11 689,4!>4 5,00 240,701 837,766 5.00 166,322 797,827 5.12 182,249 
Gilpin 2.80 11,139 91,376 2,80 10,808 115,914 2.80 12,534 121,887 2,80 ll,!313 
Grand 1.00 12,904 386,251 0.50 8,776 432,274 0.25 389 455,166 1.00 127,693 
GUMison 4.75 74.808 538,772 4,75 81,258 647,244 4.00 62,946 902,990 3.00 45,563 
Hinsdale 2.00 6,052 144,219 4.00 9,715 157,772 4.00 9,825 150,957 o.~ 1,032 
Huerfano 3.00 32.112 263,656 2.00 25,825 304,036 2.00 17,478 309,714 2.00 21,105 
Jackson 1.00 8,521 259,822 1.00 8,879 286,499 l.00 6,278 308,883 1.00 9,347 
Jefferson 3.83 1,552,477 3,632,004 3.85 1,695,858 3,751,714 3,83 1,181,553 3,576,503 3,83 1,289,058 
Kiowa 1.20 110,046 306,417 6.50 102,560 340,785 6,00 99,737 362.147 6.00 93,043 
Table III (Continued) 
197'2!i.l 
1969 1970 19711/ Est. Coun1 
Road & Bridge Total Road & 3ridge Total ~cad S. Bridge Total Portio :"l oi 
Propert~ax RevenueV Property3tax Revem.:eY LevvY 
?ropertyfax RevenueY Road and 
County LevvY Revenu 3 All Sources LevyY Revenue::!/ All Sources Rever.ue3 All Sources .!:!YI:. Bridge Le~ 
Kit Carson 7.50 $ 192,903 $ 539,154 7.50 $ 199,835 $ 624,197 7.50 s 180,265 s 640,431 7.50 $ 151, ~: 
Lake 2.89 131,391 249,196 3.42 154,108 324,947 2.53 122,364 286,450 1.36 7J, 7C 
La Plata 5.00 208,246 644,732 5.00 210,794 748,482 5.00 171,158 749,990 5.00 175, 2: 
Larimer 3.80 604,934 1,423,216 3.80 627,186 1,511,741 3.80 486,753 1,448,023 3.30 446 ,5E 
Las Animas 3.00 87,121 620,236 2.50 67,932 749,930 3.00 78,239 788,629 2.00 51,3: 
Lincoln 7.50 151,562 426,762 5.50 105,088 439,043 7.00 123,084 480,464 1.00 125, 1: 
Logan 3.42 214,350 681,751 3.00 178,865 762,194 1. 75 91,366 691,729 1.50 82 ,4': 
Mesa 4.00 419,767 1,271,674 3.00 326,366 1,384,938 3,00 248,653 1,440,505 2.00 171, l~ 
Mineral 6.99 14,622 127,875 6,00 14,938 107,503 5.66 15,919 127,593 5.66 11 .s~ 
Moffat None -- 816,499 None -- 968,940 None -- 1,026,277 None 
Montezuma 2.00 49,841 489,789 2.00 50,418 575,592 2.00 41,957 665,486 2.00 40,7J 
Montrose 1.00 27,847 652,428 1.00 28,009 752,886 0.50 ll,409 793,019 a.so 14,4] 
Morgan 7.50 407,735 770,777 6.00 334,995 730,lll 6.00 283,~59 743,986 6.00 276,6( 
Otero 4.46 187,223 412,182 4.46 185,367 444,265 4.46 145,631 438,873 4.46 143,8~ 
Ouray 0.50 2,673 80,518 0.50 2,650 102,365 0.50 2,625 118.066 a.so 2,5~ 
Park 4.00 34,907 398,617 2.80 28,275 484,698 2.00 21,423 507,683 2.00 23,5( 
(') Phillips 2.24 39,990 205,394 2.00 37,037 234,794 1.40 23,485 243,155 1.40 24,4~ 
I Pitkin 7.14 156,678 433,601 3.50 142,283 362,808 3.50 123,921 381,185 2.20 89,l~ .... Prowers 4.00 124,427 386,276 5.00 156,192 494,276 5.00 130,318 484,107 5.00 136 ,8~ ... Pueblo 1.70 324,673 783,136 1. 70 345,613 918,481 3.00 498,497 1,091,101 2.00 303, 1:; 
Rio Blanco 4.30 274,376 744,506 4.30 264,957 811,430 4.30 242,057 874,655 4.00 210,34 
Rio Grande 7.00 169,488 431,058 5.00 125,588 446,965 5.00 115,607 458,763 5.00 119,4] 
Routt 2.40 57,563 670,250 2.40 58,476 630,934 3.40 78,958 745,341 3.40 94,4-c 
Saguache 2.00 18.700 473,617 1.00 6,512 526,677 1.00 5,991 569,909 1.00 11.21 
San Juan 1.00 4.089 85,601 1.00 3,120 75,941 1.00 3,534 94,333 1.00 3,8:i 
San Miguel None -- 301,726 None -- 373,050 None -- 399,380 None Sedgwick 4.33 69,123 213,112 4.33 68,314 238,771 4.75 67,026 247,003 4.75 67,3] 
Summit 2.33 25,824 175.304 2.39 28,484 211,302 3.50 46,959 251,654 5.34 86,3C 
Teller 2.68 16,064 169,998 3.68 24,360 233,841 3.00 19,805 282,996 3.00 27,0S 
Washington 3.00 109,574 592,008 2.00 70,217 663,975 2.00 78,533 663,490 None 
Weld 3.50 651.311 2,113,721 3.50 695,813 2,142,860 3.50 601,122 2,220,718 4.50 823,l.ll 
Yuma 5.70 Pl,765 5~1 119 5.70 182,310 676,092 5.50 180,790 691.097 5.30 164 1 H 
TOTALS Sl2.l57,953 $37,340,734 $12,253,794 $40,659,206 $9,980,884 $41,654,504 $10,124.34 
y 
Footnotes 
Except for the listed mill levy and the 1972 estimates, all data on county revenue is taken directly from the Highway 
Department Annual Rctport for the listed year. Apparently the Department takes these figures directly from the reports 
each individual county makes to the Highway Department at the end of their fiscal (calendar) year. The counties of 
Moffat and San Miguel reported no local tax income; the only figure reported at all by these counties for local re-
ceipts was: For Moffat, $40,147 from "other" sources; and, for San Miguel, $911 from "other" sources. 
Annual report of the Colorado Tax Commission 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971. This collL~n reflects the levy as of January l of the 
year listed; thus, for example, the 1969 levy is taken from the 1968 tax commission report which cites the levy as of Jan-
ua.ry 1, 1969, applicable in 1969. 
3/ Colorado's Annual Highway Rep~rt for the respective calendar year includes Road and Bridge Levy and Special Assessments. 
The amount reported herein does not include any general fund appropriations. The 1971 data --both Property Tax and Total Rev-
enues --are adjusted in an attempt to show only the amounts accruing to the counties for their own use. That is, it is believed 
that the amounts shown reflect deductions for the municipal share of county road and bridge fund property tax revenues. 
1971 data is preliminary only. The amounts reported are, again, those supplied to the Highway Department by each county; 
ther were taken directly from a computer print-out of the reported data entered by the Department for compilation of the 
197 annual report. This 1971 data should reflect mileage changes used in computing county highway mileage; the effect of 
the sharing of county road and bridge levies with municipalities, and the additi~nal dollars raised by the $2.50 share of 
license fees. 
Estimates only. The amounts are computed from levy and assessed valuation of county fer 1971 applicable in 1972. 
also cannot reflect delinquencies, non-collected taxes, etc. 
It 
the estimated county portion is tnat amount remaining after deducting the 
revenue collected 1s to be returMd on the basis of assessed valuation}. 
tions f$r all munieipaliti.es aven those who must (those who would receive 
materials.-
share allocated to municipalities (50% of the 
Iha total shown for the county reflects deduc-























AINJUNTS OF REVENUE RECEIVED BY EAai COUNTY FROM THE $1.50 
SPECIAL REGISTRATION AND lliE $2.50 SHARE OF LICENSE 
FEES -- AS REPORTED BY EACJi COUNTY FOR CALENDAR 
YEARS 1970 AND 1971 .!/ 
121QY 121QY !.21!. !.21!. 1971 
Total7tec'eipts 
Receiots Receipts Receipts from Fro11 $1.50 
From $1.50 From $1.50 $2.50 Share and $2.50 
Special M.V. Special M.V. of M.V. Regu- Special M.V. 
Assessment Audit Assessment lar Fees Asses•ent 
$83,706 $ $100,192 $98,205 $ 198,397 
6,300 NR NR NR 
46,499 NR~ 105,208 
2,031 4,070 4,230 
1,245 NR 5,377 
3,717 3,936 5,115 9,051 
28,497 80,293 80,293 
4,913 8,008 3,460 .11,468 
1,845 4,337 
2,946 3,380 3, 70:, ·, -7 ,Q87 
4,350 NR 4,521 
2,820 NR NR -
253 128 170 298 
1,732 1,712 J.8'5 3-, 737 




4,679 4,646 3,482 7,963 11,4«> 














!27.QY !27.Q y 1971 1971 !21! !22! y -
Total Receipts 
Receipts Receipts Receipts fro■ From $1.50 
Fro■ $1.50 From $1.50 $2.50 Share and $2.50 Audit 
Special M.V. Special M.V. of M.V. Regu- Special M.V. Report 
County Assessment Audit Assessment lar Fees Assessment Total 
Freaont $ 9,005 $10,110 s 22,652 $ $ 22,652 $ 24,076 
Garfield 9,236 21,839 
Gilpin 1,214 () 1,359 1,512 2,871 
Grand 4,662 5,017 9,875 
Gunnison 3,405 7,999 
Hinsdale 338 519 775 
Huerfano 1,904 1,799 4,848 
Jacatson 1,526 3,334 
Jefferson 69,300 64,800 79,612 84,940 164,552 NA 
Kiowa NR 2,181 5,203 
() Kit Carson 433 9,704 6,635 16,339 
I Lake 4,610 5,409 5,Z77 10,686 .... 
0) La Plata 11,152 25,583 
Lariaer 36,138 76,264 
Las Animas 5,223 12,835 
Lincoln 3,380 3,509 4,478 7,987 
Logan 11,759 11,688 26,959 26,959 
Mesa 43,716 NR 46,951 52,507 99,458 NR 
Mineral 403 404 556 424 980 1,213 
Moffat 2,136 4,613 
Montezuma 8,225 18,969 
Montrose 12,495 29,150 
Morgan 13,630 15,334 17,570 32,904 33,988 
Otero 11,230 12,814 20,294 18,198 
OUray 981 1,241 6,905 8,146 9,324 
1970 y 121.QY 1971 !2ll 1971 .!21!. y 
Total"aec'eipts 
Receipts Receipts Receipts from From $1.50 
From $1.50 From $1.50 $2.50 Share and $2.50 Audit 
Special M.V. Special M.V. of M.V. Regu- Special M.V. Report 
County Assessment Audit Assessment lar Fees Assessment Total 
Park $ 3,006 $ $ $ $ 7,431 $ NA 
Phillips . 2,914 NR 3,117 3,883 7,000 NR 
Pitkin 8,043 9,119 9,199 9,843 19,042 
Prowers 6,801 7,135 8,788 15,923 
Pueblo 26,200 NR 59,146 
Rio Blanco 2,415 2,440 5,341 3,378 8,719 8,807 
Rio Grande 7,512 18,977 17,612 
Routt 4,235 549 
Saguache 2,124 588 4,401 3,010 7,411 NA 
San Juan NR 1,230 1,250 1,336 2,586 2,582 
() San Miguel 1,483 3,410 
I Sedgwick 2,290 2,319 3,138 5,457 I-' 
'° SWlllllit 3,956 2,152 5,461 Teller 2,852 6,690 
Washington 5,865 6,130 8,123 14,253 14,330 
Weld 45,192 40,830 68,049 108,879 
Yuma 7,924 8.309 10.615 18.924 
Totals S716,900 $1,697,879 
State Estimate $753,772 $903,396 $1,657,118 
of Total Amounts 
Counties Should 
Receive 
NOTE: Footnotes on page 4. 
FOOTNOTES 
'JI All data is that reported by each county to the State High-
way Department. Source for 1970 is the Colorado's Annual 
tti9hway Report for 1970; for 1971, the $OUrce Is a preII-
minary computer printout of the d~ta as compiled from 
county reports. 
All 1971 data is taken directly for the reports supplied by 
each County to the State Highway Department. A·blank under 
the $1.50 column and the $2.50 column indicates that the 
breakout of receipts from the two sources was not reported 
as requested on the Highway Department's foms -~ only a 
total was reported combining receipts from both sources. 
The Department does request that the amounts from the $1.50 
and the $2.50 be reported separately. As the table indi-
cates, some do report the two amounts separately as reques-
ted, some report only a total amount and some do not even 
report a total for these fees. If only one figure was re-
ported (either as $1.50 or $2.50 receipts) it is reported 
in the "total" column. 
In some instances, the amounts reported appeared to be 
rather unrealistic when the number of automobile registra--
tions were considered. As an attempt to verify the re-
ported amounts, the County audits on file in the State 
Auditor's Office were examined for comparison. The audi-
ted amount is reported only when it differed significantly 
from that amount reported to the Highway Department or 
when the use of the audit allowed a dollar amount to be 
shown when reported data has not been supplied to the De-
partment. In comparing the audit reports, with the Highway 
Department printout, the staff did attempt to reconcile the 
data presented in the two reports where possible. That is, 
for example, the Highway Department data for Larimer County 
in 1971 showed receipts of $76,264 for the $1.50 special 
registration fee and $32,857 for the $2.50 portion oi li~ 
cense fees; yet, in 1970, Larimer County reported receipts 
of $36,138 from the $1.50 fee only. In reviewir.g Larimer 
County's audit, it showed specific ownership tax (A) re-
ceipts of exactly $32,857 -- the amount recorded in the 
$2.50 column -- and total receipts of $76,264 for special 
auto registration fees. Thus, the staff assumed the 
$32,857 was incorrect! y entered, either b'Y the County or by 
the Highway Depa~tment, in the wrong colurnn and adjusted 
this table accordingly. 
NR means no report is available -- the County has riot yot 
made its reoort to the Highway Department -- or that a 
report was made but the amounts, either in total or sepa-
rately were not reported. 







MOUNTS REALIZED BY MUNICIPALITIES FROM THE $1.50 SPECIAL AUTO REGISTRATION FEE 
AND THE $2.50 PORTION OF AUTO LICENSES, 1970 AND 1971 --






















Black Hawk N.R. 
Blanca N.R. 


















































Re~eipts from Rec 9i~)t.3 f~o~ Receipts fro;:i 
$1.50 Special $1.50 Speciai S2.50 f'ortion 
Auto Regis- Auto Regis- of State Total 
Municioalitv tration Fee tration fee License Fees $1.50 + S2 .50 
Broomfield 9,566 8,019 10,040 18,059 
Brush 3,888 4,060 5,091 9,151 
Buena Vista 2,349 3,632 
Burlington 2,802 10,555 
Calhan N.R. N.R. 
Campo 350 N.R. 
Canon City 9,290 9,705 12,065 21,770 
Carbondale 1,507 3,262 
Castle Rock 2,547 5,163 
Cedaredge 645 1,502 
Center N.R. 4,747 
Central City 590 N.R. 
Cheraw N.R. N.R. 
0 Cherry Hills Village N.R. N.R. I 
"' Cheyenne Wells N.R. N.R. "' Coal Creek N.R. 535 
Cokedale N.R.· N.R. 
Collbran 362 981 
Colorado Springs 12,306 113,434 153,302 266,736 
Columbine Valley 561 551 919 1,470 
Commerce City 23,593 53,710 2,347 56,057 
Carty 7,319 N.R. 
Craig 6,872 14,843 
Crawford 134 206 
Creede 894 916 895 1,811 
Crested Butte 670 1,465 
Crestone N.R. N.R. 
Cripple Creek 767 876 
Crook N.R. N.R. 
Crowley 211 48 357 405 
1970 1971 
Receipts from Receipts from Receipts from 
$1.50 Special $1.50 Spacial $2.50 f-ortion 
Auto Regis- Auto Regis- of State Total 
Municioality tration Fee traticn fee License Fees $1.50 + $2.50 
Dacono N.R. N.R. 
De Beque N.R. N.R. 
Deer Trail 532 1,662 
Del Norte 1,557 2,374 
Delta 4,269 10,092 
Denver 490,290 1,173,022 
Dillon N.R. N.R. 
Dinosaur N.R. 880 
Dolores 832 1,916 
Dove Creek 891 965 1,015 1,978 
Durango 14,514 11,258 13,918 25,176 
Eads 1,100 2,475 
() Eagle 1,164 2,108 
I East Canon 2,063 5,335 f\) 
w Eaton 2,314 5,314 
Eckley N.R. N.R. 
Edgewater 7,512 13,990 4,000 17,990 
Elizabeth N.R. N .R. 
Empire 411 N.R. 
Englewood 40,398 93,320 
Erie 1,235 2,540 
Estes Park 3,138 7,489 
Evans 2,907 8,424 
Fairplay 664 1,540 
Federal Heights 2,739 8,061 
Firestone N..R.--- N.R. 
Flagler 66 844 
Fleming 419 943 
Florence 2,670 3,536 
Fort Collins 39,064 39,945 58,247 98,192 
1970 1971 
Receipts from Receipts from Receipts from 
$1.50 Special $1.50 Special $2.50 Portion 
Auto Regis- Auto Regis- of State Total 
Municipality tration Fee tration fee License Fees $1.50 + $2.50 
Fort Lupton 3,061 7,049 
Fort Morgan 8,670 9,522 11,990 21,512 
Fountain 431 6,349 6,451 12,800 
fowler 540 1,446 
Fraser 286 711 
Frederick 1,503 2·,153 
Frisco 745 1,895 
Fruita 91 64 1,382 1,446 
Garden City 493 1,044 
Genoa 204 534 
Georgetown N.R. N.R. 
Gilcrest N.R. 1,218 
() Glendale 1,746 3,877 
I Glenwood Springs N.R. 17,260 
~ Golden 11,294 11,377 18,963 30,340 
Granada 460 238 244 482 
Granby 1,100 2,924 
Grand Junction 23,776 23,739 29,823 53,562 
Grand Lake N.R. 457 
Grand Valley 393 1,056 
Greeley 40,210 60,517 95,546 156,063 
Green Mt. Falls 685 1,768 
Greenwood Village 3,153 7,952 
Grover 106 314 
Gunnison 4,195 9,188 
Gypsum N.R. 1,062 
Hartman N.R. N.R. 
Haswell 162 333 
Haxtun 2,811 2,962 1,704 4,800 
Hayden 874 100 
I 
1970 1971 
Receipts from Recs-ipts -fro:n Receipts from 
$1.50 Special $1.50 Special $2. 50 f o::-tior. 
Auto Regis- Auto Regis- of Stc~e Total 
Municipalitx tration Fee t:ration fee License Fees $1.50 + $2.50 
Hillrose N.R. 
Holly N.R. 998 1,208 2,206 
Holyoke 2,342 6,352 
Hooper N.R. N.R. 
Hotchkiss 611 1,381 
Hot Sulphur Springs 347 867 
Hudson 750 1,775 
Hugo 922 1,017 1,248 2,265 
Idaho Springs 2,859 3,142 3,490 6,632 
Ignacio N.R. 1,102 
Iliff 154 343 149 492 
Jamestown N.R. 360 220 580 
() Johnstown 1,474 3,504 
I Julesburg 2,156 2,245 4,616 6,861 
"' Keenesburg 598 1,475 (J1 
Keota N.R. N.R. 
Kersey 671 1,669 54 1,723 
Kiowa 278 618 
Kit Carson 331 843 
Krenmling 1,070 2,801 
Lafayette 4,874 13,000 
La Jara N.R. N.R. 
La Junta 10,481 30,366 
Lake--Ci ty 279 179 412 ¥;:. 591 
Lakewood 101,915 263,007 
Lamar 7,271 6,685 11,142 17,827 
La Salle 1,695 4,045 
Las Animas 3,807 6,513 2,943 9,456 
La Veta 648 1,444 
Leadville 5,170 5,323 5,850 11,173 
1970 1971 
Receipts from Re,:~ip'ts from Receiots from 
$1.50 Special $1.50 Special $2.50.F-ortion 
Auto Regis- Auto Regis- of State Total 
Municipality tration Fee tration fee License Fees_ $1. 50 + $2 • 50 
Limon 2,629 5,561 
Littleton 26,859 62,140 
Log Lane Village 571 426 
Longmont N.R. 90,812 
Louisville N.R. 2,938 3,735 6,673 
Loveland 17,573 4,556 44,372 48,928 
Lyons 1,565 1~692 1,975 3,667 
Manassa 600 2,024 
Mancos 754 1,283 
Manitou Springs N.R. N.R. 
Manzanola 145 902 
Mead N.R. 310 
Meeker 2,052 4,281 
C') Merino 482 1,084 I 
I\) Milliken 796 1,837 
CJ\ 
Minturn 1,188 1,995 
Moffat N.R. N.R. 
Monte Vista 4,254 5,187 
Montrose 7,466 17,073 
Monument 770 4,650 
Morrison 622 1,142 
Mountain View N.R. 212 412 624 
J(aturita 969 1,908 652 2,560 
Nederland 884 967 591 1,558 
New Castle 609 585 975 1,560 -
Northglenn 24,58? 60,615 
Norwood 459 1,064 
Nucla 1,409 N.R. 
Nunn N.R. N.R. 
Oak Creek 68 919 
1970 1971 
Receipts from Rec e i p-: s f :r-orr: Receipts from 
$1.50 Special $1.50 Special $2.50 Portion 
Auto Regis- Auto Regis- of Stcte Total 
Municipality tration Fee tration fee License Fees $1.50 ;- S2.50 
Olathe 959 2,257 
Olney Springs 268 627 
Ordway N.R. 2,765 
Otis 719 1,551 
Ouray 1,044 2,223 
Ovid N.R. 665 815 1,480 
Pagosa Springs 1,700 1,150 990 2,140 
Palisade 1,065. 1,522 
Palmer Lake 1,396 4,783 
Paoli 42 30 29 59 
Paonia 1,430 3,516 
Peetz N.R. N.R. 
Prince 521 1,232 
n Pitkin 101 148 
I 
I\) Platteville 908 2,473 
~ 
Poncha Springs 366 237 202 439 
Pritchett N.R. N.R. 
Pueblo 91,782 241~ 756 
Ramah 108 99 165 264 
Rangley 2,300 4,430 2,168 6,598 
Raymer 90 208 
Redcliff N.R. N.R. 
Rico N.R. 496 248 744 
Ridgway 365 761 
Rifle 2,810 5,951 
Rockvale N.R. N.R. 
Rocky Ford 9,538 9,459 
Romeo N.R. N.R. 
Rosedale 225 566 
Rye 180 318 
1970 1971 
Receipts from Esc2ipts from Receipts from 
$1.50 Special Sl.50 Special $2 .50 F-ortion 
Auto Regis- Auto Regis- of State Total 
Municipality tration Fee tration fee License Fees $1 • 50 + $2 • 50 
Saguache 1,494 N.R. 
Salida 5,292 12,302 
Sanford N.R. N.R. 
San Luis 1,504 1,207 
Saw Pit N.R. N.R. 
Sedgwick 268 251 327 578 
Seibert N.R. 843 653 1,496 
Severance N.R. N.R. 
Sheridan 6,747 15,083 
Sheridan Lake 81 169 
Silt 589 1,341 
Silver Cliff N.R. N.R. 
(") Silver Plume 219 N.R. 
I Silverthorne N.R. 1,424 f\) 
(I) Silverton 1,230 2,582 
Simla 561 1,690 
Springfield 2,136 4,742 
Starkville N.R. N.R. 
Steamboat Springs . N.R. N.R • 
Sterling 12,225 28,743 
Stratton 72 3,017 
Sugar City 318 650 
Superior N.R. 450 562 1,012 
Swink_ __ 487 569 
Telluride N.R. 648 918 1,566 
Thornton 13,252 18,489 34,569 53,,058 
Timnath N.R. 392 
Trinidad 8,418 20,659 


















() Williamsburg 42 
I Windsor 1,911 tv 
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All data is that reported by each municipality to the 
State Highway Department. Source for 1970 is the Colo-
rado's Annual Highway Report for 1970; for 1971, the 
source is a preliminary computer printout of t~e data 
as compiled from Individual City Reports to the Divi-
sion of Highways. A blank under the $1.50 column and 
the $2.50 column indicates that the breakout of receipts 
from the two sources was not reported as requested on 
the Highway Department's forms -- only a total was re-
ported combining receipts from both sources. The De-
partment does request that the amounts from the $1.50 
and the $2.50 be reported separately. As the table in-
dicates, some do report the two amounts separately as 
requested, some report only a total amount, and some do 
not even report a total for these fees. If only one 
figure was reported (either as $1.50 or $2.50 receipts) 
it is reported in the "Total" column. "NR" means no 
reported data available. 
In some instances, the amounts reported appeared to be 
rather unrealistic when the number of automobile regis-
trations were considered. In an attempt to verify the 
reported amounts, which appeared to be rather clearly 
unrealistic in view of the previous years reporting of 
the $1.50, some of the municipal audits on file in the 
State Auditor's Office were examined for comparison. 
The audited amount is reported only when it differed 
significantly from that amount reported to the Highway 
Department,.when reported data had not been supplied to 
the Department,or when comparison of the data indicated 
an obvious error in the data reported to the Highway 
Department. 
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